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Abstract 

In the development of the Bern Sex Rola Inventory (8SRI) a po* 
tentially amfalguous phrase "more desirable in Amtrican soclity", was used 
in the final Item selection* To ctarify whether subjects tended to 
interpret this phrase normatively or prescrlptlvaly, a sa»^p1i of 432 
college men and women used the 1 terns /bf the BSRl to descHbe either 
a typical (normative), desirable (as in the Bern), or ideal (the pre- 
scriptive should) man or woman. The results Indicate that the items 
selactad by Bern seem to represent what subjects believe should chartc** 
terize a woman or man 1n pur society rather than what ; typically 
describas them. The ambiguity of the term "desirable*- appears to be 
unique to females describing a woman's masculinity where "desirable" 
corresponds neither to normative nor prescriptive definitions. Moreover^ 
recommendations are made for using the masculine and feminine components 
of the androgyny score In addition to the androgyny score Itself* 
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Purpose 

The Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bam, 1974) appears to be a highly 
welcomed Instrunient to both applied and academic psychologists, being 
the first of its kind to treat masculinity and femininity as conceptually 
independent dimensions as opposed to the traditionally singlii bipolar 
one (Constantinople, 1973), The heuristic value of ttje Inventory is 
already being demonstrated through the work of Bern (1975) and others 
(©•g,, HilU Note 1). 

Although we found the Bern Sex Role Inventory (BSRI) to be useful 
In our own research (Deutsch & Silberti In press i Gllbertt Strahanj & 
Deutsch, Note 2)i a phrase used in its item selection, "mora disirable 1n 
American Society's was of concern (S^ahant 1976). Mora sptclflcanyp 
the final set of items for the Masculinity and Femininity scales were 
selected by asking subjects to Judge whethar each item was "mora deMrabla 
in American society for one sex than the otherp" using a 7-po1nt scale 
that ranged from I (not at all desirable) to 7 (axtremaly dislrabla). 
Each judga rated the desiribijlty "for a man" or "for a woniian." Those 
items that ware judged as significantly more desirable for one sex than 
for the other were assigned to tha two scales. 

Vie were unclear as to whether Bern's subjicts ganerally construed 
this phfaie prascriptively or noraatlvtly-^and whether Individual subjacts 
differed in their constryctlons. That is, when the sybjacts were Judging 
each charicterlstid, ware thay thinking of whatj^^ldaarly should characterize 
a wwnan or mn in our society, or were they thinking of whatj^should charac* 
terizi a woman or mn in order that iiha or ha conform to social norms, 

EKLC 
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For example p one might feel thatj^ideany a woman In our society should 
be (and be able to be) "ambitious." At the same time, one might also 
consider it desirablq^t glTOn the nature of our present society, that, 
either for her own good or society' Sg or both. It is not dgsirabli for 
a woman to be ambitious* 

In an attempt to provide clarification on this point, subjects 
were asked to use the BSRI Items to rate a typical. Ideal, or desirable 
(in parallel to the development of the BSRI) woman or man. 

^^^^ Method 

Subjects and Design 

During Januaryi 1975, ^female and maU Introduetory psychology 
students completed a sex role inventory in return for courst credit. 
Male and female students were each randomly assigned to a single cell 
In a 2 (Subject Sex) by 2 (Target Sex) by 3 (Conditloh) factorial design 
Subjects wer^ run in groups of five to fifteen 1nd1viduals» with no In- 
teraction permitted among subjects. 

Sex ^ole Inventory 

The BSRI's (Bern, 1974) Items were used, 20 forming the Femininity 
(F) scalei and 20 the Mascylinity (M) scale. The F and M scales were ^ 
each divided by 20, the number of items comprising these scalest so that 
scores would be in terms of the seven-point Item format (1, not at all 
true, to 7, extremely true). Other measures derived fr^ the BSRI 
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were (a) the AndTOgyny difftrence score (F^M), Femininity scale score 
minus Masculinity scale scort and (b) the Androgyny t^-ratiOs the Androgyny 
diffarence score divided by a term reflecting the variability of a subject's 
Item-ratings within each of the Femininity and Masculinity scales. It 
should be noted that results from the Andro^ny t-rat1o are not reported 
herei Previous criticism of this measure (Strahan, 1975) as well as the 
finding In this study that two subjects had out-of'the-distfibution t 
scores (resulting from the combination of large AndrogyiTy difference scores 
and very small Variability scores) formed the basis for this decision J 
In general * the Androgyny t- ratio and Androgyny differenca score were 
found to be highly correlated (r ranged from .92 to .99) and to yield 
similar results * 

The instructions rfor each of the three administratiye conditions 
of the sex'-role inventory paralleled as closely as posslblt the wording 
used by Bern, Brieflyp these instructions werei 

Typical : Describe what a typical woman (man) in our society Is llkt* 
Desirable * Describe what is deslrabli for a woman (man) in our 
society. 

Ideal I Describe what a woman (man) in our society should be like. 
Each subject completid the BSRI under one set of instructioni for either 
a man or a worah* 

Results * 

Tests of Means * ' 
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Although the design of this study was in fictorlal analysis nf 
variance format, such analysis was not seen as optlnal for the purposas 
of means analysis, A priori Interest layi within each Subject Sex* 
Target Sex combination, in comparisons among the three administrative 
Conditions, rather than in examination of main effects and Interactions* 
(Although Subject Sex and Target Sex means within each Condition wore 
also compared, these findings are not reported hene.as they are tangential 
to the purposes stated earlier* ) Consequently, comparisons among means 
were made directly. In recognition of the collective alpha error problem 
posed by so many comparisons, Tukey's Honest Significant Difference (HSD) 
method was used rather than ordinary t- tests* 

Notwithstanding this analytic rationala, factorial analysis of 
variance were nevertheless cdmputed. In order to obtain convinlantly 
error terms for the Tukay comparisons and for the benefit of raaders 
who might wish them available. Subjects were nearly equal 1n number 
in each of the 12 cells iM to 36), and unweighted means analyses were 
performed. 

The Androgyny difference score and its components 

For the Androgyny difference score. Subject Sex and Target Sex 
were significant (respectively, F (1, 417) ^ 15*29, £ <.001, and 
£(1, 417) = 289.54, p <*001, js were the Target Sex by Condition Inter* 
action, F (2, 417) ^ 12*54, £ <.001, and Subject Sex by Target Sex, 
£ (1, 417) « 6,72, £ <*01. The triple Interaction, Subject Sex by 
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Target Sax by Condition* also achieved significantp £ (2, 417) ^ 3.S3i 
£ ^.05. The mean valuas are portrayed In Figure 1, 

Insert Figura 1 about here 

Comparing across the three conditions, Tukey's HSD procedure showed 
the folluwing results (here and throughout the results section differences 
are significant beyond at least the .05 Vevel), Females rated a man 
as typically lower In F-M than either how he should be or than Is desirable. 
They also felt that a woman should be lower in F-M than elthar she typlcany 
is or than is deslrablep For male subjects^ on the other hand, no dif- 
ferences were found in the ratings for the three conditions for either a \ 
man or a woman suggesting that the typical, desirable^ and ideal man are * 
all sex- typed in the masculine direction (F*M ^-i5) as are the respective 
women in the feminine direction (F-M > +,5) . , ^ , 

. Clarification of these F-M findings was sought through examination 
of the separata Femininity and Masculinity variables (Figure 2). For 
Femininity, Target Sex and Condition were highly significant, respsctively, 
£ (1, 417) ^ 154.98, £ 001, and £ (2, 417) ^ 26,32, £ <*001. The Ifiter- 
action bit\^aen these factors was significant as well, £ (2, 417) ^ 9.50, 
£ <,001, ' ^ / ^ 

Insert Figure 2 about here ^ 

In contrast to the findings reported for F-M, comparisons across 
the three conditions founds (a) the sexes to be in agraiment that a man 
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typ'^'cally Is lower 1n F than he should he or than 1s desirabla, and (b) 
male subjects felt it desirable for a woman to be higher in F than 
typically she is. It may be of Importance to note one further contrast! 
The striking differencs which appeared between females' F-M ratings of an 
ideal woman, on the one hands and their typical and deilrable ratlngsi 
on the Qthar, were not apparent on the F dlmsnsion. Their ratings of 
F for a typical, desirable, and ideal woman were not statistically dif- 
ferent. 

A more complex pattern was seen for Masculinity (M). Here all 
three main effects were significant: Subject Sex, £ (1, 417) = 4p,49, 
£<,001, Target Sex, F (U 417)^ 146. 48, £ <.001i and Condition, 
F (2, 417) - 31.84, £ <,001. Tairget Sex by Condition also reached signifl 
cance, F (2, 417) ^ 4.66, £ <.001. ' 

Again in contrast to the findings for F-M/ comparisons across the 
three conditions foundi (a) male subjects to viev^ a man typically lower 
in M than is desirable and than he should be and (b) both male and female 
subjects to view a woman typically less masculine than Is desirablt and 
than she should be, ' 

Results and Discussion 
What does "desirable" mean to college students when applied to 
the role descriptions of a woman and a man? For male subjects (Figure 2), 
desirable was generally comparable to should In ratings of thi M and F 
characteristics for both a woman and a man. Hence, for males, the term 
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"dtsirable" appears to represent how ^ person should be rather than how 
a person typicany Is, This same interpretation appears to be true for 
female subjects' rating of a man. For females' ratings of a woman, however, 
the picture becomes less clear: desirable ftminlne characteristics are 
not very unlike either the typical or the should whereas desirable masculine 
characteristics differ significantly from those of both the other con* 
ditions* with desirable occupying an intermediate position batween the 
ideal (higher) and the typical (lower)* ^ i i j.* 

'WUm^ Miu^i^q J^JuJi^^it. fd^W^J^A^ ^^^^'^ 

Apparently, then pj^^col lege students» pafticularly malesp tend 

to interpret "desirable" to mean "should" rather than "typical". Thus 

J ■ 

the Items selected by Bem seem to represent what subjects believe should 
characterize a w^ian and a man in our society rather than what 
typically describes them. Second, the ambiguity of the term "desirable" 
appears to be unique to females describing a woman's masculinity where 
"desirable" corresponds neither to norMtive nor prescflptlve definitions. 
We hope future researchers will be mindful of these findings In Interpreting 
results from the BSRI. 

A second Issue regarding interpretation of the BSRI scores is pointed 
yp|by our Tesults-*the importance of investigating the individual M and F 
components of the Andrdgyhy score as well as, the Andro^ny score itself* 
Comparison of the F-M means across the three conditions (Figure 1) presents 
a somewhat different picture from comparisons of the individual F and M 
means (Figure 2)* In contrast to the findings summariiid above, for F«M 
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we see that for males dascHblng either a man or a woman, no differences 
are apparentp whereas for females disirabl a 1s comparabli to Ideal 
for a mans but comparable to typical for a woman. 

In conclusions our results provide greater clarity to what the . 
BSRI purports to measura and point up the utility of using the masculine 
and feminine components of the Androgyny difference score In addition 
to the Androgyny score Itself. 
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Figure 1. Mian Item values of the Androgyny difference, score for a woman 
and a man. Higher values', regardTess of slgnp are associated with greater 
sex- typing. HSO « Tukey's Honest/Significant Difference. 
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WM^^M-^^SWre 2. Mean Item values of the Femininity and Masculinity. scale score 1 
for-''^ woinan and a man. Higher values are associ'ated with a higher endorse- 
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Footnotes 



' XHese t valjae^for, the typical » des1fabl|, and Ideal conditlonst 
rispectivelyt were as fonowsr nale subjects ra^ug a man, -'T.$4, 



*2.08t and -T. 38 r female stii^ects irating a mans ^*61 , -U44i and -1,24; 
male subjects ^rating a womart, 3.4Z» 2*42, and l^f9; and female subjects 
rating a womant 1 .96, 1 .31 » and.-0.2S, ^ ^i^ : 

■ . ' ■. • ■ " : ' ■ ' . ' T< ■ ■ .■ ■ ■ ■" 
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